JOLLY ROGER’'S ANARCHY: A PERSONAL MANIFESTO 


Anarchy, a state of shared existence, and anarchism, a political creed or set of common 
principles or ethics formally springing from initial political and economic observations 
made by Pierre-Joseph Proudhon (who was the first person to label himself an anarchist 
in his 1840 text What is Property”), has no canonical manifesto. It couldn’t have. 
“Anarchy”, which comes from Greek meaning “no leaders” or “no authorities”, simply 
disallows that binding rules, canons or dogmas could ever be placed on people. Anarchy, 
Fundamentally, is a situation in which you organise yourself and are left uncoerced in 
order that you may do so. Anarchism, if it is anything, is then the ethic of actualising self 
organisation. Over about two centuries now various figures have had various ideas about 
how best to do that, ideas which range from benevolent institutions as part of 
metanarratives about world organisation to union power and the solidarity of the 
working person as the engine of society to simple personal freedom and autonomy 
allowed to Follow its desires. None of these are things a true anarchist would, or could, 
impose because “imposition” is an anarchist sin. Consequently, in the Few pages that 
Follow what | will be giving is a personal anarchist manifesto, my own understanding of 
what anarchy means and so what anarchism is about. Other anarchists will have other 
ideas and that’s a matter for them. How you take my interpretation, and what you think 


about these things For yourself, is then a matter For you. Which is exactly as it should be. 


| have been a self-consciously active anarchist for several years and an anarchist who 
didn’t realise they were one for much longer than that, almost my whole life, in Fact. But 
| am not an expert. | am just me, myself, unique. Consequently, my reasons and my logic 


For my anarchism, and why it might be something For you to consider too, are my own. 


They begin with a basic but fundamental interpretation of life itself and a metaphor for 


what anarchy in practice might look like. 


The interpretation of life that is both incredibly suggestive and remarkably powerful to 
me is that life, biologically understood, is itself self-organisation in a nutshell. This 
applies to any and all biological life which must, of necessity, have self-organisatory 
properties or powers in order to even exist. Think about it. IF life did not have such 
properties or powers it would very quickly die as it was given birth but then had no 
ability to see to its own most obvious needs. All life has needs and must, in the final 
instance, have ways of going about satisfying them. So even having the ability to cry For 
help, in whatever ways a given form of life may do this, is therefore a form of self- 


organisation. Life itself, then, in all its Forms, is self-organising. This is basic to life itself. 


My metaphor for what anarchy looks like is the pirate crew and the pirate ship. | have 
researched pirates for quite some time recently as part of my anarchist self- 
understanding and certain things emerge. For example, pirate crews were always 
voluntary. No one was going to force you to be a pirate because pirates depended on 
each other and a person who chooses to be with you is much more reliable and 
committed to the cause than someone who has been Forced. (It is an ironic Fact of 
history that most historical pirates in what is called piracy’s “Golden Age” in the late 
1600s and early 1700s were exactly men who had been impressed, i.e. forced, to go to 
sea on merchant or military vessels but had later escaped. Freedom to choose who they 
associated with thus came naturally to pirates.) Pirates also made their own rules of 
association (often called articles) together which were basic understandings concerning 


how they would function and relate to each other as a community of people. A 


Fundamental understanding here was that pirates could join or leave a crew as they 
pleased. In other words, if you didn’t like how a crew operated you were free to leave 
and either join another, to which you were more amenable, or to go your own way 
instead. OF course, you still had to pull your weight while you were in a pirate crew and 
you might be challenged, or thrown out, if you didn’t but that is only to say that being in 
relationship with anyone anywhere means taking responsibility for some sort of 
obligations that come with relationships. Pirates were then men (almost always, in fact) 
who consciously worked together to achieve mutual aims and Functioning communities 
and associations whilst respecting individual autonomy and freedom of association and 
they did this in conscious defiance of worldly states, laws and governments whose 


authority they conscientiously denied, flouted and fought. 


This last point is pertinent for such a stance brings up the question of what anarchists, 
and the principle and ethic of anarchy, see as wrong with the world as human beings 


have organised it to date. We can probably speak here about three Fundamental things: 


1. Authority 
2. Property 


3. Capital 


Anarchism exists as a critique of all of these things. It argues that any human authority 
(the state, government, cops, courts, etc.) is illegitimate since no one person may ever 
presume to command or control another, not least as a fixed and hierarchical relation, 
and not least, in most cases, because such authorities have never even asked for your 


consent to command you (not that you could refuse it anyway since all of these 


authorities rely on Force and violence in the end). It says that the notion of private, 
rather than common, property is one injurious to human freedom since it inculcates 
inequality which leads to huge disparities of power. (In anarchist thinking private 
property is often replaced with ideas of use rights and common property, i.e. that it is 
legitimate to make use of things you are using or need and can acquire From common 
stores or sources which have been self-organised but that one may not horde or attempt 
to capture a market or exploit a resource at others’ expense). Private property is also, in 
addition, to claim rights over naturally occurring resources which were never anyone’s to 


claim, except by Force and violence, to begin with. They are a common heritage. 


Anarchists traditionally critique capital for much the same reasons, primarily that its 
existence creates vast inequality (as we see today in the difference between huge 
billionaires who build rocket ships while half the world’s population lives on dust and/or 
under economic slavery) which is injurious to human life and exploitative of resources. 
The major conduit of capital today is, of course, capitalism, an exploitative and coercive 
understanding of economic human relations which holds that everything (including 
human beings) is a resource to be used up for private profit. The anarchist does not 
accept this since it contradicts the notions of human freedom and autonomy to which 
they are committed. It is worth adding here, as context for these points, that the 
anarchist is largely a person of a “live and let live” mentality, one who minds their own 
business and not one who sees others as potential exploitees. You will find much talk in 
anarchist literature about “mutual aid”, an observation about animal and human life 
(although it also extends to all life including plant life too) especially emphasised by the 
Russian anarchist, Peter Kropotkin. He argued, as a naturalist observation, that life best 


survives and prospers when members of a species work together. Consequently, 


anarchists of many different kinds have taken this insight to heart and recognise that 
cooperation, mutuality and solidarity (although always as examples of an exercised 


human autonomy) are important and necessary factors of human existence generally. 


Anarchism, then, as | have already been trying to say, is a personally articulated ethic of 
life that honours the idea of self-organisation. In a much longer text than this which 
covered many anarchist-relevant topics, Figures, histories and ideas called Black Flag, | 
condensed some basic anarchist tenets in my interpretation of the anarchist mentality 
into my own “articles of Jolly Roger's anarchy” and | will repeat them for you now to sum 


up what | have been saying so Far: 


i. Hold nothing sacred and, in so doing, destroy all authority. 

ii. Agency, autonomy and free association are the lived basis of authentic social life. 
iii. “Self-organisation” is our principle of life and anarchy described. 

iv. IF something is not voluntary then it should not be done. 

v. Creating relationships which help others is also helping yourselves. 

vi. To get out of the prison, think yourself out of it — and then act accordingly. 


vii. Everything is a Fiction. 


There are possible book length discussions to be had about any of these seven articles 
(see Black Flag) which | obviously cannot provide here in what is to be a short and 
readable manifesto - and each has a history and logic all of its own. The first, for 
example, is about putting no interest before one’s own interest (in a stunning reversal of 
what Christianity has taught people For 2,000 years) on the understanding that holding 


things sacred (like gods or dogmas in a quite literal way) is a dangerous pursuit which 


leads to human incarceration and dissension, to the exploitation and coercion of some 
by others expressly by means of their relational organisation. (Example: being LGBTQ is 
wrong. You may, henceforth, not be LGBTQ. This is not an uncommon example, 
unfortunately.) IF it is true, as the second article espouses, that “agency, autonomy and 
Free association are the lived basis of authentic social life” then this cannot be achieved 
by telling people what their gods must be or what beliefs or values they must hold. Here 
we begin to see that anarchism is not, and can never be, just a matter of politics and 
economics, vital as these areas of life are, but it must also be something applied morally, 
intellectually and even sexually if, as the third article suggests, “’Self-organisation’ is our 


principle of life and anarchy described.” 


The remaining Four articles are two ethics and two imaginaries (ethics and imagination 
being two characteristics it is vital For the anarchist to have). The ethics ask you to make 
voluntarism the basis of social existence (rather than coercive political or economic 
Force) and to see value in social relationships as things which achieve more than the sum 
of their parts. This does not necessarily mean institutional social relationships and it 
never means forced ones. It is about cultivating attitudinal proclivities and dispositions 
in oneself which favour voluntarism and mutually beneficial cooperation. We can do this 
because our species necessarily did it for tens of thousands of years before agriculture 
arrived. The imaginaries, meanwhile, ask you, as an anarchist, to reform your mind and 
how you think, rejecting the oppressive thinking of the capitalists and authoritarians 
who run the world today and actualising yourself according to a different reality. 
Fundamentally, this is about thinking yourself Free of all the ideological shackles placed 
on a modern human being, everything from how you are supposed to look or regard 


yourself to the legitimacy of governments and private wealth. (Heads up: they have 


none.) You must remake the world in your imagination of it because those who value 
authority over you want to control your mind just as much as your body. In Fact, if they 
control the former then the latter will be much easier to control since you will be a 
captured subject, someone who already thinks in easily controlled ways. IF, for example, 
you grant a government's authority over you then you will much more easily do as it 


says. IF not, it is all the more difficult. 


The last article, and the second imaginary, is perhaps harder to understand but | perceive 
it as vital to do so. It is an article which posits what | imagine a deep and philosophically 
understood truth: that human thought and understanding, which is articulated and 
conceptualised by means of language, has no authority over, because no 
representational correspondence with, the world, what is (presuming that the indicative 
“is” is even the right way to talk about “reality”). What is being said here is that when we 
think, conceptualise, perceive or “understand” we are giving explanations for things but 
we are not necessarily explaining (in what some would call a realist or corresponding 
sense) them in the inerrant and Final way, the one, true accurate way. Our language, that 
is, is not how we show we are in inherent and inerrant touch with the essential nature of 
some imagined reality (in my thinking reality is ALWAYS imagined, that is, constructed in 
the sense of “made sense of”); it is how we make use of our experience of reality, it is how 
we tell useful stories about our reality, stories which demonstrate the cash value, as it 
were, of telling them to begin with as a consequence of a causal but not a corresponding 
relationship with it. “Everything is a Fiction” then Functions as an anarchist reminder that 
stories about reality, political or moral, economic or sexual, are ONLY stories. You can 
always tell another one that finds some new or better use of reality or that makes an 


older story obsolete. In philosophical language this might be called having a pragmatic 


theory of truth or of the justification of truths but it is not necessary to understand or 
be aware of philosophical discourse to understand the point here, a point which, | hope it 
can be seen, undermines any and all authorities (because they are only Fictions, stories 
being told about themselves as authorities, stories which can be rewritten and 
reimagined by people with different interests and purposes, people who put reality to 


different uses). 


So far, so good | hope. What all this then leads to is an introduction to a number of 
anarchist values which have constantly been repeated in the rhetoric of anarchists over 


two centuries: 


1. Agency. (Agency is the idea that people have a personal ability to act, ethically and 
politically, For themselves and the value that they should be allowed and enabled to do 
so. The anarchist wills that everyone would be enabled to utilise their agency at all times 


and act for themselves as a self-organising being.) 


2. Autonomy. (Autonomy is closely tied to agency and is the notion that each person is a 
singularity not bound to, or by, any collectivity. It is the belief and value that each person 
should make their own decisions and speak for themselves uncoerced, something which 
comes along with their being a unique person to begin with. IF people do not have their 
autonomy and agency then the anarchist Finds it hard to understand how human beings 
could ever be described as “free”. In addition, it is because the anarchist values a 
person’s autonomy that they can place such value in the notion of a voluntarism which 


then becomes meaningful because it is something individually willed.) 


3. Free or Voluntary Association. (Free association is an ethic of relationship that is 
popular throughout the history of anarchism and contrasts with coerced or forced 
relations. It is literally the notion that people choose who they relate to and associate 
with, how and for what reasons. It is, thus, itself closely related to the agency and 
autonomy | have already referenced and contrary to notions of authoritative Figures who 
tell you who you must associate with, how and what for. The pirates | have already 
mentioned were, on this understanding, perfect examples of voluntary associationists. 
But there is a Further consequence of free association which is equally as important and 
this is its opposite: disassociation. Because the anarchist values free association it means 
they also value equally the ability not to have to associate with whoever they do not 
wish to associate for whatever reasons seem good to them. Disassociation, For example, 
can then be imagined as an anarchist “punishment” as exampled, once more, by the 
pirates who used marooning as a punishment against errant shipmates and others. In an 
anarchist world based on doing things voluntarily, that one associates with who one 
wishes and disassociates from whomsoever one wishes as well, this becomes a very 


important aspect of such a world’s Functioning.) 


4. Affinity. (In an anarchist imaginary human relations would be affinity relations, 
relations and associations based on some common or shared interest or desire that we 
may assume is thought mutually beneficial or that each thinks to their advantage or 
benefit. At any rate, utilising the previous three values the anarchist-minded human 
being may now begin to form associations, and maybe even collections of associations, 


based on common will as opposed to forced or arbitrary relations.) 
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5. Decentralisation. (A major anarchist value, one which goes right back to the thinking 
of the aforementioned Proudhon, is decentralisation which is removing power, whether 
political, economic or moral, from a central point or institution, be that a government, a 
bank or a church, and disseminating it throughout the people in general, both as regards 
their own agency and also their alternative Forms of social relations. Anarchists largely 
imagine to do this organisationally — where anarchism is itself self-organisation — by the 
manufacture of new human relationships based on the four previous values | have 
described. Decentralisation is one of the major political and organisational goals of 
anarchism because it removes that against which it is Fighting, the authority and coercive 
power of a centralised control whether political, economic or ideological. In many social 
Forms of anarchism centralisation is replaced, in a decentralising Frame of mind, with a 
notion of various federated communities who associate, as you might expect, on a basis 
of affinity and free association. How they go about that in detail, whether through town 
hall meetings, via institutions they create, etc., is a matter for them to decide for 
themselves. All anarchists, however, wish to remove the reality of arbitrary and coercive 
control by any organisation or institution that is a centralised power and to replace it 


with voluntary and decentralised forms of association and organisation instead.) 


All that being understood, we now come to another matter to be explained, one that has 
been a constant source of internal debate (Il am underplaying this massively but cannot 
really go into details here) within anarchism from its very beginning: the issue of the 
collective as opposed to the individual. Here it is Fair to say that anarchism and anarchists 
have always had a very strong socially-Focused ethos (from proposing work collectives to 
general theories of mutual aid to economic ideas about sharing, gifting and commonism 


— not to mention anarchist forms of communism and syndicalism). Proudhon, the first 
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person to label themselves “anarchist”, was equally a socialist but he was not a state 
socialist; he believed in people organising their own social relations (political and 
economic) in their own interests and this is what makes his socialism anarchist in 
orientation. Yet, equally, there were always those who took the anarchist ethic, pared 
back to its basic “no leaders, no authorities” etymological origins, and interpreted this 
personally or individualistically. Such people thought that an individual or personal form 
of Freedom, a Freedom shorn of all rules or social obligations aside From those explicitly 
consented to, was what anarchism was all about or where it should always begin (and 
even end). Such people then often took insurrectionist or illegalist courses in life, 
judging that their anarchist purpose was to rebel and to live outside or beyond 
mainstream society or, at any rate, in objection to it. Anarchism, historically, has thus 
always had its collectivists and its individualists as well as those who thought it was a 
societal movement and those who thought the anarchist should always be “anti-society”. 
Some principles these various groupings share and some they do not due to how they 
interpret the consequences of the basic anarchist premise of no authority over human 


beings. 


This dichotomy, however, is always somewhat false. The Fact is that while people are 
always individuals or singularities, they are also always existing within social contexts. It 
is never actually a case of the social OR the individual (which is an unreal abstraction) 
because people just always are singular people existing in social worlds. Even Renzo 
Novatore, a notorious anarchist individualist who writes texts howling protest after 
protest at “society”, something he always insisted he Fully intended to remain on the 
outside of, had Family, Friends and anarchist colleagues in his most active anarchist years 


at the end of his life which he lived by illegal expropriation. His individualism did not 
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make him an isolationist; it simply meant he refused all societal coercions and insisted on 
the right to act for, and from, himself. In a similar way, one of Novatore’s intellectual 
inspirations, the German Max Stirner who called himself “egoist” rather than anarchist 
whilst becoming something of a totem figure for individualists on both sides of the 
Atlantic, conceived of “unions (or associations) of egoists” which is hardly the idea that 
people should exist alone. | thus regard the collective/individual question as something 
of a False one, subject to the values and ideas | have already laid out in this brief essay. 
Provided one remembers individual agency and autonomy, enables free association 
according to affinity and exists in a decentralised context of selfF-organisation then 
questions of whether things must be collectivist or individualist should drop away. 
Anarchism is people actively engaging in organising themselves and so, to be consistent, 
they must always be allowed and encouraged to do so - and provided with the skills and 
confidence to make this a reality. There is no collectivist/individualist dichotomy: there 


are only people who insist on this way or that in a context of anarchy. 


An example of those who subverted such an imaginary dichotomy are, once again, the 
pirates. Clearly, they formed vigorously active communities in which relying on your 
Fellows could literally save your life, both in battle and in terms of provisioning their 
collective existence. But they also — at the very same time — cherished agency, autonomy 
and free association as witnessed, for example, in a pirate’s ability to voluntarily leave or 
join a crew. Pirate scholars in their books tell us that pirate crews were always changing 
exactly because of this acceptance of such individually enabling values yet such values 
existed in a social and communal context of men bonded together with a common 
purpose, a demonstration that both can co-exist together. Indeed, they always must. A 


denuded individuality anyone would regard as oppressive. But this is equally true of a 
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denuded social interaction for everyone regards “solitary confinement” as a punishment. 
Let us then have done with the notion that collectivism and individualism are opposites 
or antagonistic when they are, in fact, both aspects of a healthy human existence. It is 
for this reason, in Fact, that | personally think of anarchism as a “social egoism”, an 
association of “free spirits”. (I get this latter term from Nietzsche but Novatore uses it 


too.) 


| began by saying at the head of this didactic essay that my account of anarchy and 
anarchism was to be personal. Indeed, | do not conceive that any account can ever be 
less than this and | have read dozens in the past ten years, each with their own individual 
interests and inflections. This is a matter of what goes into making a life, the influences 
and ideas which, always at very personal points of our lives, contingently interact with us 
and make their mark. In my case | would note three sets of ideas — Cynicism, 
Existentialism and Nihilism — which have had profound effects upon me personally and 
which lead to the conclusion of “anarchy” as seeming to be the appropriate existential 
state of humanity, relationally considered. Cynicism, for example, not least through its 
figurehead, Diogenes, is a profoundly anti-civilisational idea, in political, economic, 
moral, sexual and intellectual spheres. It informs us that organising ourselves in 
customary and civic ways is bad for us and offers a more authentic naturalism as a better 
way to live, shorn of arbitrary artificiality. | think of it personally as a proto-anarchism. 
Existentialism, on the other hand, asks each human being to put their own authenticity 
First and foremost. It asks us not to live lives of “bad faith”, not only to others and not 
least towards ourselves. Nihilism, on the other hand, the argument that our universe, all 


of existence itself, is radically devoid of meaning and value — and so that any we create is 
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local, temporary and always artificially manufactured — leads to the negation of all 


authorities and the freedom to create for and from oneself. 


Then there are others, individual Figures, whom my life has Funded me with. Examples 
here are Jesus of Nazareth (not for me a son of a god but a destitute Jewish odd job 
man From Galilee who taught a form of social anarchism, a radical form of relying on one 
another and sharing with each other outside of regular political and economic channels), 
Friedrich Nietzsche (a preacher of self-creation and the inauthenticity of all outside 
authorities) and Emma Goldman (the first influence I've mentioned who is actually 
recognised as an “official” anarchist). It was the latter who actually got me interested in 
“anarchism” as a set of ideas and this was fortunate as her own understanding of this 
ethos combines both very social aspects of anarchism with a fierce determination to 
hold onto the idea that every human being is their own sovereign. For Goldman, people 
can certainly make social plans together — but it is always for the individual to decide if 
they wish to join in with where others want to go (and they should not be punished 


merely for deciding otherwise). 


| mention all these influences, individuals or connected sets of ideas, because | think 
they all lead to a further anarchist quality and value: responsibility. The Cynic 
acknowledges that their life is, First and Foremost, in their own hands. Their stated 
historical value of autarkeia, self-sufficiency, should be enough to establish this. 
Existentialism, meanwhile, might have taking responsibility For oneself, a requirement to 
live in good faith with oneself and the world by being responsible for who one is and 
how one acts and relates, as its primary ethical consequence. Nihilism, on the other hand 


(and at least for me), informs us that no one else is going to save us. There is literally 
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nothing there except what we make: we must take responsibility. This was the 
conclusion, in vastly different ways, of the three individuals | have then named. One 
Formed a sectarian band of itinerants preaching mutual aid and human solidarity while 
another taught “self-overcoming” and, indeed, the overcoming of what humanity itself 
was then thought to be; the third taught human brotherhood in a context of human 
freedom which was a freedom from authoritarian systems political and economic but 
also a freedom of ideas and morals. All doing so, all three of these people all also taught 
their own Forms of taking responsibility. As yet another of my anarchist influences, the 
American woman Voltairine de Cleyre then taught, in one of her Final essays, it is our 
necessity of having to take direct action in the cause of ourselves that is the defining 
mark of “the anarchist”. The anarchist thus believes that, since all authority is 
illegitimate, it is on them, it is their responsibility, to do something about it directly For 


themselves and that this, in the end, is the only really authentic Form of life. 


This ethos has a further consequence. Emma Goldman, at one time regarded, 
hyperbolically, as “the most dangerous woman in the world”, once wrote that anarchism 
Forwards no “cast iron plans” about what to do as a consequence of all this | have been 
saying. IF you have read what | have said with interest you may now be thinking 
something along the lines of, “Well that’s all well and good but what am | supposed to do 
about it? What happens now?” The only anarchist answer to that | can possibly give, 
bearing in mind all that | have said, is that WHAT HAPPENS NEXT IS UP TO YOU! Anarchy, 
you see, as | have been saying all along, is the ethic of self-organisation. Its not the 
theory of how social institutions make sure everything is done for you from birth to 
grave. Its not the idea of “its not my problem”. Its not a theory of political control. 


Anarchism, to be blunt, is the ethic of “Your life, your responsibility.” What else could an 
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ethic of self-organisation, of no authorities to tell you how things are going to be, 
actually be? There are no pre-formatted plans in anarchism — although there are lots of 
anarchists who have written blueprints, or had ideas, you might want to learn from or 
consider. But you need to get the basic point straight: anarchy is self-organisation and 
not a metanarrative or a plan. How you live your life is up to you — radically and as a 


responsibility — a matter of your direct action. 


The anarchists’ inspiration to this cast of thought might be summed up in three slogans 
they often utilise. “No gods, no masters” is a reminder that no one should be in charge, 
in the outside world or in our minds, and that, therefore, we need to take up the reigns 
of our lives and steer a course for which we alone become responsible. Meanwhile, the 
slogan “Become ungovernable” reminds us that the anarchist is one who has chosen to 
live in rebellion For the powers that be are never just going to fade away or give up (such 
thinking, where it sometimes occurs, is utter nonsense). As a consequence, upon 
recognising one’s anarchist consciousness, and so responsibility, one also realises one is 
in a war for human relations and for an ethical human existence. The powers against 
which such people Fight (and which oppress, coerce and exploit everyone regardless of 
political persuasion or ethical outlook) are all too real, all too insidious and all too 


dangerous. It is a Fight with stakes and the stakes are lives. 


“Become ungovernable” then reminds the anarchist that there is no anarchist 
authenticity in playing along in a political, economic and moral system created to use you 
Up as a resource and control you. One must commit to the fight. This leads to the final 
slogan which, unsurprisingly, is “Demand the impossible” — for, being frank and honest, it 


is the impossible that the anarchist seeks, the abolition of all centralised power and 


17 


authority, an end to powers and relations which are coercive, exploitative and 
controlling. But these things are, by now, irredeemably knitted in with the very warp and 
weft of human lives. They cannot easily be extracted and doing so can now never be a 
painless action. Yet if we as human beings value the things | have talked about in this 


essay, we must disentangle ourselves. 


| am almost at the finish and | hope that what you have read has been clear enough to 
understand even if, thinking about it, you don’t think much of it. What you think of it is 
entirely your business and you must live with the consequences of that. | can only 
recommend it to you as something that has appealed, both socially and egoistically, to 
me. IF you take a different view that’s entirely your business. Before | depart, however, 
I'd like to Finish with a Few quotations from past anarchists For you to think about. | wish 


you all peace. 


Errico Malatesta (An Italian anarcho-communist who, in this quotation, distills the 


essence of anarchy into a pithy statement.) 


“We do not want to emancipate the people; we want the people to emancipate 


themselves.” 


Emma Goldman (A Lithuanian-born but American-based anarchist who was deported 
From that country at the end of 1919. She spent the rest of her life moving From country 
to country, often the target of the authorities. This quotation is of a reported speech 


given in the middle of 1893 to starving workers in New York which lays out the essence 
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of anarchist logic and its analysis of politics and economics. It was also a speech which 


got her arrested and imprisoned for a year for incitement to riot.) 


“Men and women... do you not realize that the State is the worst enemy you have? It is a 
machine that crushes you in order to sustain the ruling class, your masters. Like naive 
children you put your trust in your political leaders. You make it possible for them to 
creep into your confidence, only to have them betray you to the first bidder. But even 
where there is no direct betrayal, the labor politicians make common cause with your 
enemies to keep you in leash, to prevent your direct action. The State is the pillar of 
capitalism, and it is ridiculous to expect any redress From it. Do you not see the stupidity 
of asking relief from Albany with immense wealth within a stone’s throw from here? 
Fifth Avenue is laid in gold, every mansion is a citadel of money and power. Yet there you 
stand, a giant, starved and fettered, shorn of his strength. Cardinal Manning long ago 
proclaimed that ‘necessity knows no law’ and that ‘the starving man has a right to a 
share of his neighbor's bread.’ Cardinal Manning was an ecclesiastic steeped in the 
traditions of the Church, which has always been on the side of the rich against the poor. 
But he had some humanity, and he knew that hunger is a compelling Force. You, too, will 
have to learn that you have a right to share your neighbor's bread. Your neighbors — 
they have not only stolen your bread, but they are sapping your blood. They will go on 
robbing you, your children, and your children’s children, unless you wake up, unless you 
become daring enough to demand your rights. Well, then, demonstrate before the 
palaces of the rich; demand work. IF they do not give you work, demand bread. IF they 


deny you both, take bread. It is your sacred right!” 
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Voltairine de Cleyre (An American anarchist and contemporary of Emma Goldman but 
one who had different antecedents to Emma in anarchist ways. The heart of her 


anarchist appeal is contained in the following compound quotation.) 


“the only desirable condition of society is one in which no one is compelled to accept an 
arrangement to which he has not consented... Ask a method? Do you ask Spring her 
method? Which is more necessary, the sunshine or the rain? They are contradictory—yes; 
they destroy each other—yes, but from this destruction the Flowers result. Each choose 
that method which expresses your selfhood best, and condemn no other man because 


he expresses his Self otherwise.” 


Peter Kropotkin (Kropotkin was a one time Russian prince and soldier who spent some 
time in the east of Russia where he observed nature. Becoming more militant once he 
returned to the city, he found himself imprisoned but escaped. He would end up living in 
Kent in England, starting the newspaper Freedom there with others which still exists 
today. He dedicated himself to research and writing about anarchist methods and aims. 
The following quotation is on a subject of what, for Kropotkin, anarchy really amounts 


to.) 


“In proportion as the human mind Frees itself From ideas inculcated by minorities of 
priests, military chiefs and judges, all striving to establish their domination, and of 
scientists paid to perpetuate it, a conception of society arises in which there is no longer 
room for those dominating minorities. A society entering into possession of the social 
capital accumulated by the labour of preceding generations, organizing itself so as to 


make use of this capital in the interests of all, and constituting itself without 
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reconstituting the power of the ruling minorities. It comprises in its midst an infinite 
variety of capacities, temperaments and individual energies: it excludes none. It even 
calls For struggles and contentions; because we know that periods of contests, so long as 
they were freely fought out without the weight of constituted authority being thrown 
on one side of the balance, were periods when human genius took its mightiest Flights 
and achieved the greatest aims. Acknowledging, as a fact, the equal rights of its 
members to the treasures accumulated in the past, it no longer recognizes a division 
between exploited and exploiters, governed and governors, dominated and dominators, 
and it seeks to establish a certain harmonious compatibility in its midst - not by 
subjecting all its members to an authority that is Fictitiously supposed to represent 
society, not by crying to establish uniformity, but by urging all men to develop free 


initiative, Free action, Free association. 


It seeks the most complete development of individuality combined with the highest 
development of voluntary association in all its aspects, in all possible degrees, For all 
imaginable aims; ever changing, ever modified associations which carry in themselves 
the elements of their durability and constantly assume new forms which answer best to 


the multiple aspirations of all. 


A society to which pre-established forms, crystallized by law, are repugnant; which looks 
for harmony in an ever-changing and Fugitive equilibrium between a multitude of varied 
Forces and influences of every kind, Following their own course, - these forces 
themselves promoting the energies which are favourable to their march towards 
progress, towards the liberty of developing in broad daylight and counterbalancing one 


another.” 
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Renzo Novatore (Renzo Novatore was an Italian individualist anarchist who might have 
seen himself as in opposition to all the other anarchists | have quoted here as well as all 
governments and societies as well. He was an example of what we might call “an 
anarchist of the anarchists”. The following, final, and compound quotation gives a 


Flavour of his poetic, immoral and thoroughly consistent anarchy.) 


“What does it matter if today, yesterday, and tomorrow, morality—this malign and 
dominating Circe—labels, labelled, and will label as ‘sin,’ ‘sacrilege,’ ‘crime,’ and 
‘madness,’ the heroic manifestation of the daring rebel who decided to rise above every 
crystallized social order and every pre-established boundary, who wants to affirm— 
through his own might—the unbridled freedom of his |, in order to sing—through the 
tragic beauty of the deed—the full, anarchist greatness of all his individuality Fully 
liberated from every dogmatic phantom and from every false social and human 
convention created by a most deceptive and repugnant morality before which only Fear 


and ignorance bow/?... 


Let each human being therefore work—if he thinks this way—at the discovery of his own 
|, at the realization of his own dream, at the complete integration and Full development 
of his own individuality. Every human being who has discovered and won himself walks 
on his own path and Follows his free course. But let no one come to me to impose his 
belief, his will, his Faith on me. By denying god, fatherland, authority, and law, | have 
achieved anarchism. By refusing to sacrifice myself on the altar of the people and of 


humanity, | have achieved individualism. Now | am free. 
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The war that | opened against phantoms has ended with my victory. Now the cycle of a 
new war has opened! The war against the brute force of society, of the people, of 
humanity. Against these terrible and colossal monsters that aren’t ashamed to dare to 
act against the unique and the brutal force of their thousand monstrous arms, | 
‘authorize’ myself to defend myself with all the weapons that it is possible for me to 


dare to use: with all those means that | have the power and the ability to make use of. 


Without scruples! Because | am one who really Follows himself!” 
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